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SCORP Elements – Work in Progress

A. Evaluation of urban park and open spaces
assess access and barriers to current use
prioritize needs to target improved recreational use

B. Outdoor recreation, health, and wellness: 
understanding and enhanching the relationship
spatial analysis of existing data – develop understanding
assess activities, relate to facilities, and prioritize needs.

C. Outdoor recreation goals and objectives
evaluate outcomes of previous goals
identify new opportunities for 2011-2016 SCORP

Element

Element

Element



A. Evaluation of urban park
and greenway open spaces

B. Outdoor recreation, health, 
and wellness: understanding 

and enhanching the relationship

C. Goals and Objectives

Late Summer 2010 through the end of 2011

Sept 2010           Dec 2010                     Aug 2011      Dec 2011 

Final ReportDraft Report

Workshop Product

Workshop Product

Workshop Product

Refine Peer Assessment,
Develop Priorities

Refine Final Model,
Analyze Relationships,

Add Gardening Component
Develop Priorities

Finalize Outcomes,
Refine Final Objectives

Our SCORP Project Timeline



Evaluating urban park and open spaces

Moves away from a 
traditional focus on 
rural areas
Recognizes that 
urban parks & 
greenways play an 
increasingly 
important role in 
local quality of life, 
health and wellness, 
and recreation 
planning
Help define a vision 
for Wisconsin's 
urban park systems 
that addresses these 
roles to meet 
community needs

SCORP 
Element A



Problem Statements:
To what extent do outdoor recreational facilities vary 

across the urban regions of Wisconsin?
What barriers exist to increased use of urban parks and 

open spaces?
How would we prioritize opportunities to increase use of 

urban parks and open space in Wisconsin?

Using secondary data, a set of peer urban regions was 
developed for comparative assessment

Define comparable urban regions across the state
Develop rankings of urban parks and open spaces within 

peer groups based on population and area
Assess location, accessibility, safety, and other barriers to 

increased usage of urban parks and open spaces

Data Sources:

Recreation supply data 
from the 2005-2010 
SCORP

2000 and 2010 Census

A minimum 
requirements approach

Focus group interviews 
to assess barriers to 
increased use of urban 
parks and open spaces

SCORP 
Element A Evaluating urban park and open spaces



Defining “urban” “parks and open space”

“Urban” counties first defined as those with over 50% population in 
urban areas (24 of 72 counties defined as “urban”)

within these counties, 163 municipalities had over 1000 population
these were separated into four peer groups based on population size.
Milwaukee and Madison were a 5th and 6th group where peers were determined 
across the country

Urban parks and open spaces were defined as 
facilities owned by local governments including town, city, and county parks, 
golf courses, arboreta, and pools
school properties, private facilities, and indoor facilities were excluded



Peers used for comparison



Peers used for comparison



Peers used
for comparison

Peers groups define 
“like” urban park and 
open space contexts.
For these smaller urban 
peers (groups 1-4), there 
were sufficient group 
sizes to keep analysis 
within Wisconsin.
Madison and 
Milwaukee, however, 
were deemed as unique 
urban areas … as such 
they were compared to 
other like cities across 
the U.S.



Peers used for comparison



Peers used for comparison



Analysis in progress

Minimum requirement  (MR)
Measures supply of facilities at a municipal level
Peer groups are used to compare the supplies of similar municipalities

Budget analysis (park budget/total budget)
Measures a city’s investment in park and greenway open spaces
Suggests relative facility investments by communities

Citizen access (spatial analysis)
Conducted a spatial analysis of the locations of recreation facilities
Helps identify share of citizens with access (1/4 mile) to facilities

Comparative budget analyses for Milwaukee and Madison
Compared to their specific peer groups of cities from across the country



Preliminary results and SCORP implications

Priority areas identified within peer groups
Suggests where park and open space requirements are not being met
Identifies opportunities for future recreation planning
Can be used to target new park and open space developments

Barriers to increasing use of urban parks and open spaces
Improve user safety from crime and traffic
Better match facilities and amenities to local need
Work to connect parks and open spaces using trail systems
Improve programming that promotes use.



Outdoor recreation, health, and wellness: 
Understanding and enhanching the relationship

SCORP 
Element B



Problem Statements:
What specific outdoor recreation activities found in 

Wisconsin have the least and most health benefits?
How do recreation facilities relate to recreation activities 

and what types of facilities are recommended to improve 
health in Wisconsin?
Is there any correlation at the county level between the 

overall availability of outdoor recreation facilities, the 
county demographic distribution, and county health and 
wellness metrics?
To what extent does gardening (backyard and community) 

provide both outdoor activities and locally available 
nutritious fruits and vegetables?  

Building on existing literature, data was developed 
and analyzed for relevant relationships

Health benefits of outdoor recreation
Spatial analysis of recreation facilities and health metrics

Outdoor recreation, health, and wellness: 
Understanding and enhanching the relationship

Data Sources:

Previous SCORPs

2008 UW Population 
Health Institute County 
Health Rankings

2000 and 2010 Census

Survey and estimation of 
backyard and community 
gardens

SCORP 
Element B



The Theoretical 
Linkage

Traditional Recreation 
Facilities:
•Parks (local, county, state)
•Trails (local, county, state)
•Other

Gardening and gardens:
•Backyard
•Community

Our focus addresses the role 
of outdoor recreation and 
gardening as it relates to 

local health outcomes



Intensive (vigorous) outdoor recreation types

Note: Calories burned per 30 minutes of activity
Source: UW-Madison Department of Kinesiology



Less intense (moderate and light) recreation

Note: Calories burned per 30 minutes of activity
Source: UW-Madison Department of Kinesiology



Focus on High MET Recreation Facilities

Thus far, we have focused on the following site types:
Trails (biking, hiking, jogging, xc skiing, etc.)
Parks (swimming, hiking, rock climbing, etc.)
Programs (sports, scuba, etc.)
Access for walking (% pop. within ½ mile of park)
Recreation demand (% participating in high MET OR) 



Spatial Regression

County level

Health and 
wellness metrics

Demographic 
controls

Recreational 
facilities and use

Methods  



Results of Spatial Error and Spatial Lag Models

Preliminary 
results suggest 
some counter-
intuitive 
relationships

Model Type I: 
Local health and 
wellness is 
explained by 
demography and 
recreation

Model Type II: 
Location of 
recreation facility is 
explained by local 
health and wellness 
and demographics

Table 1. Spatial Regression Results Using Health/Wellness and Recreation Facility Variables as Dependent

Model Type I Model Type II
PD AO AO MH PARK TRAIL

Health:
Premature Death PD X 0.01 0.0044

Adult Obesity AO 262*** X X -0.001
Mental unwell rate MH X

Physical unwell rate PH
Poor/Fair health rate FH

Demographic:
% with Bachelors degree BS -0.24*** -0.25***

% no HS diploma HS 102*** 0.56* -6.55** -6.92**
Med HH income INC -0.098*** 0 0 0 0.003 0.002

% below poverty line POV
% aged 65 or older SEN -9999** -6.4 -7.7* 0.89 -417 -247

Recreation Facility:
# parks PARK 3.00* 0 0.001 X

# trail miles TRAIL -0.08 0 0 X
% walking access to park WALK 0.011*

% participating high MET NSRE
# high MET programs PROG

Amt of Variation Explained R^2 0.58 0.49 0.52 0.09 0.30 0.24

* = significant at p < .1 level
** = significant at p < .05 level
*** = significant at p < .01 level



Quantity and 
quality of existing 
secondary data

Relationships are 
complex

Results tend to 
suggest an over-
riding significance 
of demographic 
attributes in 
explaining local 
health and 
wellness

• Existing primary data limited by 
type, geographic specificity, and 
time frame 

• Relationships between local health 
and wellness, demographic 
characteristics, and recreational 
facilities are complex

• Access and use of existing outdoor 
recreation facilities have yet to be 
explained

• Opportunity exists for more research

Caveats and Limitations of Preliminary Findings



Recommendations from Preliminary Findings

Develop trail corridors which maximize …
opportunities for high MET activity
access
multi-tread trails can avoid user conflicts

Support improved access to lakes, parks, and 
facilities that cater to high MET outdoor 
recreational activities
Support development of sports facilities (ice 
rinks, sport fields, recreational leagues, etc.) and 
work to improve access to active recreation
Act to improve awareness and access



Gardens and gardening in Wisconsin

Gardening has two SCORP related 
recreational benefits:

Provides an important outdoor 
recreation activity for households
Gardening produces fruits and 
vegetables that, when added to a 
family’s diet, improves nutrition.

Gardening is an activity partaken of 
by a surprisingly large percentage 
of households in Wisconsin

Roughly 73 percent of Wisconsin 
households garden for pleasure
Roughly 35 percent of Wisconsin 
households grow fruits and 
vegetables in their gardens.



To what extent do Wisconsin households garden?

Two types of gardens assessed in this work:
backyard gardens
community gardens

SCORP research approach
Conducted a survey (telephone and email) of all 72 Wisconsin 
counties to collect information on current community gardens 
(location, size, and other relevant characteristics).
Used NRSE and other relevant research (National Gardening 
Association, Mother Earth News, recent Gallup Poll, etc.) 
combined with Census data to develop estimates of number 
of backyard gardens.
Applied available secondary data on garden size and 
productivity to expand and allocate garden production.



Gardens

There are over 430 
community 
gardens across the 
state.
Most are owned by 
cities while others 
are found on school 
properties and state 
lands as well
Total production of 
yyy pounds of 
produce
Total area of 
backyard garden is 
zzz acres (or square 
feet).



Gardens

Fruits and 
vegetables versus 
perennial and 
annual gardens.
Total number of 
backyard gardens 
is xxx
Total production of 
yyy pounds of 
produce
Total area of 
backyard garden is 
zzz acres (or square 
feet).



Gardens/Gardening --- So what?

Gardening is a non-traditional but very common form of outdoor recreation
Backyard gardens …

are a household form of leisure and outdoor recreation
produce nutritious food and enjoyable yardscapes to improve local quality of life

Community gardens …
are becoming more common
have community and social welfare benefits
play an educational role … they are often used to improve understanding of the 
environment (ecosystem), food and its production, nutrition, and quality of life

SCORP public policy recommendations
encourage gardens/gardening as a form of outdoor recreation
consider as an educational and creative alternative public land use



2011-2016 Wisconsin SCORP
Goals, Recommendations, and Actions

SCORP 
Element C

Stakeholders

Public 
involvement

Influence

Importance

Policy 
implications

Future priority

Where do we 
want to go?



Problem Statements:
How do we evaluate previous SCORP goals, 

actions, and recommendations?
What are appropriate goals, 

recommendations, and actions for the 2011-
2016 SCORP?

Gather input from an array of interested 
publics to prioritize goals, 
recommendations and actions relevant to 
outdoor recreation across the state

Develop an outcome-based assessment
Stakeholder assessment

2011-2016 Wisconsin SCORP
Goals, Recommendations, and Actions

Data Sources:

Evaluated goals and 
objectives of 2005-2010 
SCORP

Reviewed literature

Conducted stakeholder 
interviews and focus 
groups

SCORP 
Element C





Preliminary results and SCORP implications

Met many of the goals and recommendations from the 2005-2010 SCORP
Programs (interaction mapping system, “Get Outdoors”, Stewardship, etc.
Many are ongoing - overall, all should be considered for refinement in 2011-2016 SCORP

Additions and refinements
Implement recommendations from current assessments (elements of 2011-2016 SCORP)
Better define and measure local economic and social impacts of outdoor recreation
Outcomes based assessment needs to be further developed and implemented
Work to connect local, regional, and statewide efforts in recreation planning



We appreciate and recognize the hard work of last semester’s Planning Workshop students 
and Colette Hershey for assistance with maps and other stuff

Questions, comments, and/or suggestions???


